The standard accounts of the so-called n-words in Slavic languages take them to be Negative Polarity Items (NPIs) licensed by the presence of an antimorphic contexts, i.e. roughly speaking, by the presence of overt negation marker on the verb. It has been noticed however that in certain environments the same lexical items occur without a c-commanding licenser, i.e. they seem to be functioning as negative quantifiers in languages like (standard) English. The ambivalent behaviour is illustrated for Spanish in (1) (examples from Herburger (1998)):
The standard accounts of the so-called n-words in Slavic languages take them to be Negative Polarity Items (NPIs) licensed by the presence of an antimorphic contexts, i.e. roughly speaking, by the presence of overt negation marker on the verb. It has been noticed however that in certain environments the same lexical items occur without a c-commanding licenser, i.e. they seem to be functioning as negative quantifiers in languages like (standard) English. The ambivalent behaviour is illustrated for Spanish in (1) (examples from Herburger (1998) Roughly speaking, a postverbal n-word requires the licensing negation, whereas a preverbal one does not. The literature splits with respect to the treatment of those items. One approach takes it to be the case of lexical ambiguity. The other stand proposes to treat them univocally, i.e. either as NPIs or as Negative Quantifiers (NQs) . In what follows I will try to show that even in Polish (and possibly Slavic in general), which is a strict Negative Concord language, we do find cases of n-words without a sentential negation licenser. This is not to say that the Spanish n-words should be equated with the Slavic ones. The Spanish preverbal n-words are true negative quantifiers in the sense that they always prohibit the occurrence of the negative marker and contribute negation that scopes above the event variable. Polish quirky cases, on the other hand, are not productive, occur in a very restricted syntactic environment, and the negation they contribute always have narrow scope w.r.t. the event variable.
I will try to show that Polarity Item behaviour of n-words in Polish corresponds to negative-marking of the predicate, whereas NQ use corresponds to the lack thereof. It should be kept in mind, however, that by NPI behaviour I mean the distributional restriction of being in the scope of sentential negation, and not 'being existential' (as assumed in the literature of Progovac (2000) observes that in certain types of adjuncts ni-words in Serbian/Croatian can occur without overt negation marker. The Italian example (4) due to Zanuttini (1991) (3) as Manner adverbials. She does not label the Italian example (4), but by analogy with (3) I suspect she would call it a Manner adverbial too. Example (5) is, in Progovac's terminology, Reason adverbial. I agree with Progovac w.r.t. the label given to example (2) and arguably (5). Yet, I think it is a mistake to subsume the remaining two examples under the Manner umbrella.
Basic facts
It is not the case, however, that all kinds of adverbials in S/C allow unlicensed n-words, i.e. with some of them the presence of overt negation is obligatory:
(6) *Uradio je to u nijednom gradu Place 'He did that in no town.' (7) *Rekao je to nijednom prilikom Time 'He said that at no occasion.' Interestingly, the same split among adverbials is present in Polish: (8) a. Odszedł z niczym. What is it exactly about Polish and Bulgarian that makes them pattern together, as opposed to S/C? I propose that it is the presence of the preposition bez ('without'), which licenses the occurrence of n-words in Polish and Bulgarian. Thus, in both languages there is a perfect way of expressing the 1 The reviewer suggests that the negation contributed by n-words in quirky cases is present only in the implicature. I tend to disagree, however, since quantification is always subject to contextual restrictions (cf. Westerståhl (1989) Progovac assumes that this unexpected split between adverbials is due to the fact that Manner and Reason adverbials are somehow peripheral to the predicate and that is why they do not mark the predicate as negative. Furthermore, she assumes that negativization operates on event structure and that TIME and PLACE are obligatory participants in the event structure. That is why they negative-mark the predicate.
I would like to pursue the observation that Negativization is strictly connected to event semantics, but at the same time I do not find it satisfactory to say that TIME and PLACE are somehow more essential to the predicate than other adverbials. Thus, in the next section I will propose a semantic account of adverbial split. Section 3 will incorporate syntactic requirements into the semantic analysis.
Event semantics solution 2.1 Directional PPs
Let us first consider example (14) repeated as (18), but this time without the optional negation marker:
prowadzi leads do-nik ad to-nowhere Higginbotham (1995 Higginbotham ( , 2000 analyses examples of this type as accomplishment predicates, even though the verb would actually be classified as an activity under Vendler's (1967) typology. The formation of an accomplishment predicate is possible due to the presence (in certain languages) of a phenomenon that Higginbotham calls Switch headedness. This simply means that certain languages allow the semantic head to differ from the syntactic head of certain constructions. This, in turn, is due to the presence in a language of accomplishment prepositions. I assume that do ('to') in Polish is such a preposition as it is unambiguously always interpreted as telic and can never have a locative interpretation. Accomplishment prepositions have two event positions, the first of which undergoes Θ-identification with the event variable encoded by the Verb. The formation of an accomplishment 'macroevent' is schematically represented in (19) 
Θ-identification
What is the difference between the two ways that might be relevant for our purposes, i.e. negative-marking of the predicate? In the former case, i.e. in the telic interpretation, it is only the first event variable of the accomplishment preposition that undergoes Θ-identification with the event variable encoded by the Verb. On the other hand, in the case of a locative preposition, the preposition encodes only one event variable and this variable undergoes Θ-identification. So, impressionistically speaking, in the locative case all the event variables get identified.
Building on the above observation let me make the following proposal:
The adverbial negative-marks the verbal predicate iff all the event variables encoded by the Verb and the adverbial undergo Θ-iden-tification.
(21) is inspired by Reinhart and Reuland's (1993) Reflexivization operation, which restricts the operation of BT to argument positions within a predicational domain. Thus certain cases of 'logophoric' reflexives are simply exempted from BT. Negative-marking in (21) operates in the same way, allowing 'logophoric' n-words to occur.
Thus, in the case of a goal of motion PP, the second event variable of the PP, the one that provides the 'telos' cannot undergo Θ-identification. Consequently, a directional PP does not have the ability to negative-mark the predicate and 'logophoric' n-words embedded in a directional PP are allowed.
Analogously to goal of motion constructions, in source of motion sentences there is no complete Θ-identification of the event variables. Consider the following sentence: if John walked to the office, there is no such place x (i.e. to the office) where John ends up at the end of his walk.
z patterns with accomplishment prepositions in this respect:
if Ten człowiek przyjechał z Gdańska ('This man came from Gdańsk'), then there is no place x (i.e. z Gdańska) where he started his journey.
The above considerations help us to conclude that Polish z can be analysed as having two event variables < e 1 , e 2 >, where the first of them encodes the starting point and the second one the path. Now, przyjść 'come' is an accomplishment verb, so it also has two event variables < e 1 , e 2 >, where the first one encodes the development part and the second one furnishes the 'telos'. Thus we have the following situation:
(23) VP < e 1 , e 2 > VP PP przyjść come z Gdańska from Gdańsk <e 1 ,e 2 > <e 3 ,e 4 >
As far as I can see the only identification that can take place is that between e 4 -the event variable encoding the path in the P and e 1 -the event variable encoding the development portion of an accomplishment. Note that even if we treat pojawić si e ('appear') as an achievement, i.e. encoding only one event position, nothing crucial changes, because the first event variable of P still remains unidentified. This explains the grammaticality of (22). Since there is no total identification, the adverbial does not negative-mark the predicate and the 'logophoric' n-words are allowed.
Depictives
Let us now see how the remaining examples in (8) (2000), who labels the S/C (and Italian) examples as Manner adverbials, it seems to me that those examples have a strong depictive flavour. The question that arises at this point is how are depictives different from other verbal adjuncts and how this difference affects the possibilities of n-word licensing. Following Hinterhölzl (2001) I would like to argue that in the case of depictives there is no identification of events at all. If, as assumed by Hintehölzl, a depictive is a two place predicate containing an event argument e, and an individual argument x (z niczym (x, e)), then what gets identified is the argument of the verb (whether external or internal) and the individual argument of the depictive. Crucially we are still dealing with two events. One point in favour of this distinction is noted by Hinterhölzl: the event expressed by the depictive predicate and the event expressed by the verb overlap, but there is no implication that the depictive event was incepted or terminated simultaneously with the inception/termination of the matrix event.
If so, then all the above examples comply with the proposal in (21) in a trivial way: since there is no event variable identification, there is no negative-marking. Consequently, n-words are predicted to occur. 3 The reviewer suggests that the negation in (26) and (27) is different from (25). As I argue in the main text (cf. also fn.2) this is not necessarily the case provided we separate semantics from pragmatics. Also, I do not see any obvious way of analysing (26) and (27) as elliptical structures, as the reviewer suggests referring to Giannakidou (2002) . Even though I agree that fragment answers, equatives and coordinations might be cases of ellipsis, with depictive quirky sentences (28) Hence, the structure probably reduces to regular adjunction, as in Folli (2001) , because it is not up to the preposition to provide the telos -the verb comes already equipped with an endpoint. Without further inquiring into availability of telic pair formation in Polish, let me just note a difference between English and Polish that is crucial for our purposes. The structure of John broke the vase into pieces looks as follows: (34) VP < e 1 , e 2 > VP PP broke the vase into pieces <e 1 ,e 2 > <e 3 ,e 4 >
Θ-identification
As we see, in English all the event variables get identified. In Polish, on the other hand, the preposition has only one event position and this event position gets identified with the second event variable of the V, as below: (35) VP < e 1 , e 2 > VP PP obrócić turn w nic in nothing < e 1 ,e 2 > <e 3 >
Now it is clear that the first event variable of the verb encoding the activity part is left unidentified in resultative constructions in Polish. Hence, there is no negative-marking and the occurrence of n-words is predicted. The theoretical possibility exists that if the verb was an achievement, the identification would be total and would predict impossibility of n-words with achievement verbs. This prediction seems to be borne out, since it is difficult to think of any achievement resultatives of the type in (36) Yet, I endorse Folli's conviction that the majority (if not all) of the achievement verbs are actually used as accomplishments, i.e. the development part (V) is a definitional property of the Verb.
Thus resultatives provide the reason for the conjunctive formulation in (21). They are the case where 'logophoric' n-words are grammatical due to not all of the verbal event positions being identified.
Problems with the semantic account
The obvious problems with this approach are (37) and (38) On the face of it, it seems that full Θ -identification is involved at least in (38). Hence the acceptability of n-words is unexpected. One way to go about explaining examples of this kind would be to say that in the above cases the n-word does not convey any negative quantifier: neither wide nor narrow scope negation and the respective sentences actually mean that we quarrelled or talked about something unimportant. This line of argumentation is actually pursued quite often as e.g. in Błaszczak (2000, p. 243 ) when she concludes:
(...) in a few cases in which n-words occur without such a licenser (i.e. overt negation -P.J.), they cannot be interpreted quantificationally. On the contrary, in such cases they appear to be a part of idiomatic expression or they are interpreted predicatively.
This, in my view, is just a reflection of the confusion concerning the ways to make sense of narrow scope negation 5 . If we decide to dismiss those cases as non-negative usage, then we see that this particular criterion cuts the pie in a totally unpredictable way, i.e. it cuts across the two examples of depictives repeated below: 
nikim/jako nikt no-one/as no-one
It is clearly not the case that in (40) he dematerialized on his return to the country, whereas (39) might still be viewed as contributing narrow scope negation. Yet, once we start to wonder about the distinction between negative and non-negative uses, it is not clear where to put the demarcation line. Thus, as pointed out to me by Peter Svenonius (p.c.), (39) could be uttered in a situation when he left with his hand in his pocket. It's just that the speaker does not view this information as relevant. Clearly, negative quantification is almost never absolute, not even in constructions with sentential negation. Thus, (41) (37) and (38) as nonnegative cannot be right, since negative quantification in those cases is relativized to the contextually relevant set of individuals, and is a matter of language use rather than any grammatical principle. Last but not least, accepting the non-negative use criterion would leave us with a tripartite division within the n-word system: NPIs, NQs and non-negative use -a solution which seems suspicious on conceptual grounds.
Obviously, the question why negative quantification in the quirky cases is strongly relativized and the negation necessarily falls under the scope of the event variable remains unresolved. 6 But if so, then we definitely have a problem with examples (37) and (38). Let us first consider the latter. We saw that in the case of a locative rozmawiać nażadnym przyj eciu ('talk at no party') full identification has taken place (cf. (20)) Note, however that the status of nażadnym przyj eciu is a bit different from that one of o niczym ('about nothing') since o is not a locative or directional preposition at all. It seems that it might be analysed as Themean argument of the verbal predicate. The preposition is clearly selected by the verb rozmawiać ('talk').
The status of (37) is even less clear: it is probably ambiguous between Theme and Reason. Note, however, that the same preposition o is used. Clearly, something more must be involved. 6 Note that a similar situation holds in the cases of Spanish postverbal n-words, contra the reviewer's suggestion: Herburger (1998) It is not true that (42) is truth-conditionally equivalent to English negative quantifier (in e.g. This road leads nowhere). Instead, it behaves like Slavic quirky n-words, the only difference being the availability of (non-bare) determiner n-words.
Negative marking and c-command
The alternative is to seek explanation in terms of one of the Thematic Hierarchies present in the literature and its relevance for syntactic mapping in the spirit of UTAH. Let us first try Larsonian (1988:382) Even a cursory look at the above hierarchy tells us that it is not going to prove usefull for our purposes. We have seen up to now that Theme, Goal/Source and arguably Manner allow n-words, so the prediction is that Agent must pattern with them. This is clearly wrong. There are no unlicensed n-words in subject position. On the other hand, Larson would probably group Reason with Obliques, i.e. low in the structure, and we have seen that Reason also licenses n-words 7 . Even if we assume that it is higher than Location and Time, there is no clear way to relate this hierarchy to negative-marking.
On the other hand, we might be better off if we assume the hierarchy that Nilsen (1998) arrives at for Norwegian and Czech: (44) [
On this hierarchy it is only the highest projections that do not allow nwords. We have evidence for PP loc and PP temp , but note that nigdy (never) might just as well be treated as habitual (on the analogy with 'every day') and still it would be predicted to be high enough in the structure in order to negative-mark the predicate.
Suppose now that firstly: (i) there are two NegPs (in the spirit of Zanuttini (1991)), with the second one lower and relevant for constituent or narrow scope negation, and secondly (ii) negative-marking reduces to c-command relation. Neg 2 P would crucially have to be no higher than below PP loc . Whether it c-commands aspectual PPs or is c-commanded by them is debatable. The Polish equivalent of He did it in no time at all is clearly unacceptable:
The ungrammaticality of (45) seems to suggest that Neg 2 P is c-commanded by aspectual PPs. Note however that (45) most probably involves total identification. Suppose that in X time encodes two event variables (assumption in accordance with Higginbotham (1995) because it spans the temporal distance between the starting point and the endpoint of the event. The verb is an accomplishment and also has two event variables. Then we have negativemarking of the predicate and the impossibility of n-words is predicted. 8 Thus a solution might be something of a conjoined syntactico-semantic requirement:
(46)
An adverbial negative-marks the predicate iff (i) it c-commands Neg 2 P, and (ii) all the event variables of the V and P are identified
In this case the ungrammaticality of (45) does not tell us anything about the position of Neg 2 P with respect to the telic PP. This revised version of the requirement on negative-marking helps us to account for the two problems that stood out under the purely semantic account. Firstly, examples of the kind in (38) are predicted since even though they might involve full Θ-identification, the n-word is (embedded in) a constituent that is not high enough in the structure, i.e. they do not comply with (i). Secondly, we have shown that Manner adverbials also allow 'unlicensed' n-words. Since Manner necessarily fulfils requirement in (ii), it has to be the case that it is unable to c-command Neg 2 P because of its low position in the structure.
Conclusion and residual problems
In the present paper I have attempted to show that n-words in Polish can also occur without a sentential negation, contrary to standard assumptions concerning strict Negative Concord languages. This phenomenon, however, is restricted to strictly defined contexts. I have argued that the availability of 'unlicensed' n-words turns on the issue of what the adverbial PP is predicated of. This intuition is formalized using Higginbothamistic view on l-(exical) syntax, where the nature of Θ-identification of the adverbial with the verb is of fundamental importance. The semantic requirement, however, turns out to be insufficient. Hence the syntactic position of the PP on the hierarchy of thematic roles also has to be taken into consideration. In case
